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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed May 24, 2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

2. As to claims 1,11, and 22, applicant argues that neither the Reddy reference nor 
the Genetten reference teaches a display area with differing resolutions wherein a 
single image is displayed continuously to a viewer. Applicant further argues that the 
combination of the Reddy and Genetten references would result in a concatenated 
display of two separate images rather than one continuous one. Examiner respectfully 
disagrees with this argument noting that the Genetten reference was brought in to solve 
this problem in Reddy. The Reddy reference has been relied upon to teach the two 
display system wherein each display has a different resolution. The Genetten reference 
was brought in to teach that separate display devices can display a single continuous 
image as previously described in the rejection to claim 1 . The effect of the combination 
of teachings is that the multi-image, multi-resolution displays of Reddy are modified to 
display a single continuous image using the teachings of Genetten directed to multi- 
segment display devices, which are in effect also plural displays. Applicant's arguments 
fail to account for the fact that Genetten teaches that display of a single continuous 
image on multi-display devices is advantageous, the reason being that power can be 
saved (col. 1, line 61 -col. 2, line 19; col. 2, lines 21-32). 

3. As to claims 7-10, 15, and 17-21, the above arguments also apply. Applicant 
further argues that the Ohzawa reference is not concerned with discontinuities in the 
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image. It is noted that the Ohzawa reference is only brought in to teach a third or fifth 
display with differing resolution. The Genetten reference is still relied upon to teach a 
single image across multiple displays, and while the Genetten reference only teaches 
two displays, the teachings can be equally applied to many more displays. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made, 

5. Claims rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reddy (U.S. 
Patent 6,215,459) in view of Gennetten (U.S. Patent 6,812,907). 

6. As to claims 1,4,11, and 22, Reddy discloses a display comprising at least two 
display devices, 

each display device having a display area with a given display resolution wherein 
the display resolution of at least one display area is different from the display resolution 
of at least one other display area (col. 8, lines 4-22), and an associated image 
processor for provided image data (fig. 7, elements 730, 104, 106 and elements 732, 
105, 107; while both LCD and CRT are attached to the same overall video controller, 
the separate DAC and Flatpanel Controller read on separate image processors), 

and the displayed resolution of the portion of an image displayed on one of the at 
least two display areas is different than the displayed resolution of the portion of the 
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image displayed resolution of the portion of the image displayed on at least one other of 
the two display areas (col. 8, lines 4-22). 

Reddy does not disclose a boundary wherein the boundary of each display area 
is at least partially contiguous with the boundary of at least one other display area, nor 
does Reddy disclose the display devices being so constructed and arranged such that 
when an image is displayed across at least two display areas using image information 
data received from the associate image processors, the resulting displayed image is 
perceived as substantially continuous to a viewer situated to view the image. 

Gennetten, however, discloses two separate display devices (col. 9, lines 16-29) 
that are contiguous (figs. 2, 3, 4, and 5), such that a single image is continuous across 
the two display areas (col. 2, lines 21-33; large images are displayed across both 
displays continuously). The motivation for this is to enable detailed view of an image 
without unnecessarily wasting power (col. 1, line 61 -col. 2, line 19). It would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art to modify Reddy to display an image continuously over 
two devices in order to enable detailed view of that image as taught by Gennetten. 

7. As to claims 2, 12, and 23, Reddy discloses a display wherein one display device 
comprises an LCD display (col. 2, lines 53-56). 

8. As to claims 3, 13, and 24, Reddy discloses a display wherein one display device 
comprises a projector and a projection surface (col. 3, lines 10-30). 

9. As to claims 5 and 25, Gennetten discloses a display wherein one display area is 
adjacent to another display area (figs. 2, 3, 4, and 5). 



Application/Control Number: 10/015,613 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2628 

10. As to claims 6, 14, 26, and 27, Gennetten discloses a display wherein the first 
display area is surrounded by the second display area (figs. 2 and 3). 

11. As to claim 16, Reddy discloses a display wherein there are 2 display areas (fig. 
7). 

12. Claims, 7-10, 15, and 17-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reddy in view of Gennetten and further in view of Ohzawa (U.S. 
Patent 6,803,884). 

13. As to claim 7, neither Reddy nor Gennetten discloses a third display device 
having a third display area with third display resolution, wherein the third display 
resolution is different from at least one of the first display resolution and the second 
display resolution, and a third boundary. Ohzawa, however, discloses a third display 
with high resolution compared to the other displays (col. 5, lines 4-20; LCD 1 1 is the 
center LCD in fig. 1). The advantage of the high resolution display is that it can be used 
to create a sharp projection image (col. 5, lines 4-20). It would have been obvious to 
one skilled in the art to modify Reddy and Gennetten to use a third display with higher 
resolution than the other two in order to create a sharp projection image as taught by 
Ohzawa. 

14. As to claims 8, 10, 15, and 19, Ohzawa discloses a three display system wherein 
two displays surround a first display, as described in the rejection to claim 7. Gennetten 
further discloses a display wherein the first display area fully surrounds the second 
display area as described in the rejection to claim 6. The teachings of Gennetten can 
be equivalently applied to a three display system, creating a three display system in 
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which two displays are surrounded by another display, and in which a display is 
surrounded by a display which is surrounded by another display. Motivation for this 
combination is found in the rejection to claim 1 and the rejection to claim 7. 

15. As to claims 9, 20, and 21 , Ohzawa discloses a display wherein in the second 
and third display areas are spaced apart with a portion of the first display area 
interposed there between (fig. 2; note that part of image ml is between the other 
images, while part is above or below the space between the other images). 

16. As to claims 17 and 18, Ohzawa discloses 3 display areas (fig. 1) and 5 display 
areas (fig. 7). See the rejection to claim 7 for motivation to add a third or fifth high- 
resolution display to combination of Reddy and Gennetten. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Aaron M. Richer whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7790. The examiner can normally be reached on weekdays from 8:30AM-5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kee Tung can be reached on (571) 272-7794. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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